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MEMORANDUM 
 

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 1 

Advocates) examined requests and data presented by Golden State Water Company 2 

(GSWC) in Application (A.) 20-07-012 (Application) to provide the California Public 3 

Utilities Commission (Commission) with recommendations that represent the interests of 4 

ratepayers for safe and reliable service at the lowest cost.  This Report is prepared by 5 

Zaved Sarkar.  Eileen Odell is Cal Advocates’ project lead for this proceeding.  Victor 6 

Chan is the oversight supervisor and Shanna Foley and Jamie Ormond are legal counsel. 7 

Although every effort was made to comprehensively review, analyze, and provide 8 

the Commission with recommendations on each ratemaking and policy aspect of the 9 

requests presented in the Application, the absence from Cal Advocates’ testimony of any 10 

particular issue does not constitute its endorsement or acceptance of the underlying 11 

request, or of the methodology or policy position supporting the request. 12 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

I. Introduction 1 

This report presents Cal Advocates analysis and recommendation of GSWC’s 2 

requests related to plant in the Arden Cordova, Bay Point, Clearlake and Simi Valley 3 

ratemaking areas (RMAs). Region 1 consists of six customer service area (CSAs) and 4 

two District Offices. This report along with the Public Advocates Office Report and 5 

Recommendations on Region 1 Plant (Los Osos and Santa Maria), Blanket Plant Items, 6 

and Customer Service contain Cal Advocates’ recommendations concerning Region 1 7 

utility plant. Any recommendations from other Cal Advocates witnesses’ testimony 8 

regarding common plant issues may also be reflected in this report. 9 

Cal Advocates reviewed the utility’s pre-application and application submittals, 10 

prior GRC decisions, relevant reports and regulations, information gathered through 11 

informal discussions with the utility and field investigation, responses to the 12 

Commission’s Minimum Data Requirements (MDRs)1 and Cal Advocates’ data requests 13 

(DRs), and information from other agencies.2  Cal Advocates staff conducted its field 14 

investigation of the water systems in Region 1 in September-October 2020.3  15 

Cal Advocates’ recommendations are based on the latest available information, 16 

take into consideration the needs of the water system and its customers, and allow the 17 

utility to operate the water system safely, reliably, and at reasonable costs to its 18 

ratepayers. 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 

1 Rate Case Plan D.07-05-052 (Minimum Data Requirements for Utility General Rate Case Application 

and Testimony, in Appendix A). 

2 The State Water Resources Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water. 

3 Arden Cordova Customer Service Area (CSA) on 9/22/2020; Clearlake CSA on 9/22/2020; Los Osos 

CSA on 10/07/2020; Santa Maria CSA on 10/07/2020; and Simi Valley CSA on 10/07/2020.  
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II. Summary of Recommendations 2 

A. Chapter 1: Plant - Arden-Cordova 3 

The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates’ recommended budget of 4 

$4,402,400 in 2021, $5,200,800 in 2022, and $3,999,400 in 2023 for proposed projects in 5 

the Arden Cordova CSA.    6 

 7 

B. Chapter 2: Plant - Bay Point 8 

The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates’ recommended budget of $547,600 9 

in 2021, $555,900 in 2022, and $1,539,500 in 2023 for proposed projects in the Bay Point 10 

CSA.    11 

C. Chapter 3: Plant - Clearlake 12 

The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates’ recommended budget of $302,300 13 

in 2021, $460,700 in 2022, and $1,399,500 in 2023 for proposed projects in the Clearlake 14 

CSA. 15 

D. Chapter 4: Plant - Simi Valley 16 

The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates’ recommended budget of 17 

$2,512,300 in 2021, $2,963,900 in 2022, and $3,213,200 in 2023 for proposed projects in 18 

the Simi Valley CSA. 19 
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CHAPTER 1: PLANT – ARDEN CORDOVA 
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

This chapter presents Cal Advocates’ recommended adjustments to GSWC’s 3 

capital budget requests for the Arden Cordova CSA, which consists of the Arden and 4 

Cordova water systems.  5 

 6 

II. Summary of Recommendations 7 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 8 

the Arden Cordova budget: 9 

1. Reject GSWC’s request for funding to acquire new land to drill a well in 2021 10 

for $543,900 as Arden Cordova has sufficient water supply to meet its current 11 

demand. 12 

2. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $1,128,800 to accommodate 13 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is an increase of $176,700. 14 

3. Reject GSWC’s request of $375,700 in 2023 to recoat the exterior of the 15 

Coloma WTP Reservoir 3. 16 

4. Reject GSWC’s request for $570,600 in 2023 to modify the filter backwash in 17 

Coloma WTP. 18 

5. Reject GSWC’s request of 527,300 in 2023 to install a new chlorination 19 

facility. 20 

The table below presents a comparison of GSWC’s and Cal Advocates’ 21 

recommended plant additions for 2021-2023.   22 

Table 1-1:  Proposed Capital Budget – Arden Cordova CSA 23 

 24 

Arden-Cordova 

($000)
2021 2022 2023

Cal Advocates 4402.4 5200.8 3999.4

GSWC 4946.3 5262.2 5294.7

GSWC > Cal Advocates 543.9 61.4 1295.3

Cal Advocates as % of GSWC 89.00 98.83 75.54
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Table 1-2:  GSWC Capital Budget – Arden Cordova CSA4 1 

 2 

 
4 GSWC Capital Projects Lists Workpapers, at pp. 1-2.  GSWC provided an updated project cost for the 

Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade project in response to Public Advocates DR JMI-009. 

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Arden 

50 Arden System, New Well Land Acquisition $543,900 - -

TOTAL LAND AND WATER RIGHTS $543,900 - -

Arden Cordova

51 Arden‐Cordova, Systemwide SCADA - - $952,100

Cordova

51 Coloma WTP, Recoat Reservoir 3 Exterior - - $375,700

51 Coloma WTP, Filter Backwash - - $570,600

51 Coloma WTP, Recoat Reservoir 2 $324,600

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY $324,600 - $1,898,400

Arden

53 Arden Way $120,200

53 Hurley Way Area Main Replacements $160,500 $2,562,700

Cordova

53 Mills Park Rd. $214,700

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION IMPROVEMENTS $495,400 $2,562,700

Arden

54 Systemwide, Chlorine Analyzers $178,900 -

Cordova

54 South Bridge Plant, Disinfection Facilities - - $525,700

54 Systemwide, Chlorine Analyzers Cordova - - $185,600

54 Coloma WTP, Replace Filter Media N2 and N3 $178,900 - -

54 Coloma WTP, Replace Filter Media N5 and N6 - - $185,600

TOTAL WATER QUALITY $357,800 - $896,900

Cordova

55 Systemwide, Trailer Vac Assembly - - $61,600

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS - - $61,600

AC, B-01-  Meters $1,431,800 $1,038,500 $814,100

AC, B-02- Services $1,214,000 $1,232,200 $1,250,700

AC, B-06- Main Replacements $123,100 $124,900 $126,800

AC, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment $143,600 $145,700 $147,900

AC, B-08- Purification Equipment $48,000 $48,800 $49,500

AC, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $41,300 $41,900 $42,600

AC, B-10- Transportation Equipment $216,800 $61,400 -

AC, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $6,000 $6,100 $6,200

TOTAL BLANKETS $3,224,600 $2,699,500 $2,437,800

TOTAL NET COST $4,946,300 $5,262,200 $5,294,700
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Table 1-3:  Cal Advocates Capital Budget – Arden Cordova CSA 1 

 

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Arden 

50 Arden System, New Well Land Acquisition - - -

TOTAL LAND AND WATER RIGHTS - - -

Arden Cordova

51 Arden‐Cordova, Systemwide SCADA - - $1,128,800

Cordova

51 Coloma WTP, Recoat Reservoir 3 Exterior - - -

51 Coloma WTP, Filter Backwash - - -

51 Coloma WTP, Recoat Reservoir 2 $324,600 - -

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY $324,600 - $1,128,800

Arden

53 Arden Way $120,200

53 Hurley Way Area Main Replacements $160,500 $2,562,700

Cordova

53 Mills Park Rd. $214,700

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION 

IMPROVEMENTS $495,400 $2,562,700

Arden

54 Systemwide, Chlorine Analyzers $178,900 -

Cordova

54 South Bridge Plant, Disinfection Facilities - - -

54 Systemwide, Chlorine Analyzers Cordova - - $185,600

54 Coloma WTP, Replace Filter Media N2 and N3 $178,900 - -

54 Coloma WTP, Replace Filter Media N5 and N6 - - $185,600

TOTAL WATER QUALITY $357,800 - $371,200

Cordova

55 Systemwide, Trailer Vac Assembly - - $61,600

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS - - $61,600

AC, B-01- Meters $1,431,800 $1,038,500 $814,100

AC, B-02- Services $1,214,000 $1,232,200 $1,250,700

AC, B-06- Main Replacements $123,100 $124,900 $126,800

AC, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment $143,600 $145,700 $147,900

AC, B-08- Purification Equipment $48,000 $48,800 $49,500

AC, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $41,300 $41,900 $42,600

AC, B-10- Transportation Equipment $216,800 - -

AC, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $6,000 $6,100 $6,200

TOTAL BLANKETS $3,224,600 $2,638,100 $2,437,800

TOTAL NET COST $4,402,400 $5,200,800 $3,999,400



 

4 

 

III. Discussion 1 

A. Arden – New Well Land Acquisition  2 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request for funding to acquire new land to 3 

drill a well in 2021 for $543,900 as it is not needed. 4 

GSWC requests $543,900 in 2021 to buy a new parcel of land to drill a well in its 5 

Arden CSA. GSWC explained that it wants to acquire a new property and design and 6 

permit a new water supply well in the Arden System. GSWC claims the project “is 7 

considered ‘Phase 1’ of a two-phase project. ‘Phase 2’ would be scheduled in the next 8 

GRC to drill and equip the well and tie it into the distribution system.”5 GSWC indicates 9 

this new well would replace two existing wells that are anticipated to fail. 10 

1. The Commission should reject GSWC’s request for funding to acquire a 11 

new parcel of land to drill a well in 2021.  GSWC did not provide 12 
enough support to justify its request for additional supply in the Arden 13 

system when the current system has enough capacity to meet the 14 

system’s demand. 15 

Cal Advocates evaluated the current water system conditions in Arden System to 16 

verify whether there is enough capacity to meet the current demand of the system, 17 

including the system’s Maximum Day Demand (MDD) and Peak Hour Demand (PHD).  18 

Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations on drinking water standards (“California 19 

Waterworks Standards”) defines the system’s MDD as the highest day of water use 20 

demand during the past ten years.6  The PHD can be estimated by multiplying the MDD 21 

by a factor of at least 1.5.7 22 

The Arden system has sufficient supply to meet demand, including PHD and 23 

MDD.  2018 Compliance Inspections of the Golden State Water Company – Arden 24 

Public Water System (PWS No, 3410003) inspection report issued by the State Water 25 

Resources Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water (“2018 DDW Arden Inspection 26 

Report”) states “[t]he Water system appears to have the necessary capacity to meet its 27 

 
5 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 32, line 10-12. 
6 California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 16, Article 2, Section 64554 (b)(1) 
7 California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 16, Article 2, Section 64554 (b)(1) 
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peak and hourly demand while its largest well is out of service.”8  Furthermore, this 1 

analysis was done without the inclusion of the Trussell well, which was approved by the 2 

Commission in the last GRC and constructed.  The 1000 gallon-per-minute (gpm) 3 

Trussell well will come online early October 2020.9  GSWC’s Arden System Water 4 

Master Plan also describes the Arden System as currently meeting the requirements for 5 

both MDD and PHD scenarios.10  This supports the conclusion that a Arden System has 6 

adequate supply sources and a new supply well is not necessary. 7 

Table 1-4: Arden System Water Master Plan 2019, MDD and PHD scenarios 8 

 9 

2. GSWC does not need to replace Greenhills Well No 5 and Morse Well 10 

No 8 as the claims that these wells are anticipated to fail is unsupported. 11 

GSWC claims that both Greenhills Well No 5 and Morse Well No 8 need 12 

significant rehabilitation and site improvements to make the wells operate efficiently.  13 

Due to lack of space in the Greenhills Well No 5 site, GSWC states that it cannot perform 14 

 
8 Attachment 1-2, 2018 DDW Arden Inspection Report, page 6 of 20.  The 2018 DDW Arden Inspection 

Report is the most recent report for the Arden system provided by GSWC in its application for this rate 

case. 
9 Attachment 1-3, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-009, Q.2.a.1 
10 Table 1-1, Arden System Water Master Plan 2019, page 5-7. 
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the improvements needed to make the well operate efficiently.11 GSWC claims Morse 1 

Well No 8 has experienced significant yield loss and is anticipated to fail.12 2 

GSWC’s claims are unsupported. Cal Advocates inquired about inspections, 3 

repairs, maintenance records and associated costs incurred in the last 10 years for both 4 

Greenhills Well No 5 and Morse Well No 8.13 Cal Advocates also inquired of instances 5 

when both wells had to be taken offline for an extended period due to maintenance and 6 

repairs. In response to Cal Advocates’ request, GSWC provided  maintenance logs and 7 

repair costs incurred. 14 The documents provided shows routine maintenance over the 8 

years, no instances shown where both wells had to be taken offline for extended periods 9 

of time and does not support GSWC’s assertion that these two wells are anticipated to fail 10 

and are in dire need to be replaced. 11 

3.  GSWC’s Arden Water System has experienced a significant decrease in 12 

demand since 2003; as a result, the annual water production has also 13 

decreased. 14 

The 2018 DDW Arden Inspection Report detailed several times that GSWC’s 15 

Arden Water System has experienced consistent declines in annual production and 16 

maximum daily demand, resulting in reduced annual consumption.  GSWC also provided 17 

annual production data which shows a steady decrease in production.15  During field 18 

investigations on September 21, 2020 of the Arden Water System, Cal Advocates and 19 

GSWC visited the Greenhills Well No 5 and Morse Well No 8 sites.  The staff noticed 20 

Greenhills Well No 5 was not running during the visit and was notified that this well 21 

along with Morse Well No 8 and Shadowglen Well No 1 are used to meet the extra 22 

demand such as fire flow and peak hour demand.  In response to Cal Advocates’ request  23 

from a follow-up meeting, GSWC further clarified this point, stating that GSWC operates 24 

 
11 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 32-33. 
12 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 33. 
13 Attachment 1-4, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-001, Q.1. and Q.2. 
14 Attachment 1-4, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-001, Greenhills - Maintenance 

Log.pdf, Greenhills - Plant Maintenance Log File Cover.pdf, Morse - Maintenance Log 2.a.pdf and Morse 

- Maintenance Record.pdf  
15 Attachment 1-4, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-001, Q.1.d, Excel file “Q.1.d - A2007012 
Public Advocates DR ZS1- 001 Arden – New Well Attachment” 
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its Arden Water System with a lead-lag well system to meet various demands such as 1 

peak hour, fire flow, and emergency situations.16 Using multiple pumps that run-in 2 

sequence— known as running a lead-lag system—is a common way to meet varying 3 

pump system demand. Cycling of the lead pump adds reliability in the form of 4 

redundancy and increases the lifespan of the system. In a traditional lead-lag system, such 5 

as Arden System, the lead pumps (in this case Watt No. 2, Trussell No. 9 and Rushden 6 

No. 6) run until the demand on the system is too great for the pump to meet, at which 7 

point the lag pump(s) initiates until demand is met. The lag pumps (in this case 8 

Greenhills No. 5, Morse No. 8 and Shadowglen No. 1 wells) are in standby mode. This 9 

further demonstrates that the Arden Water System has enough capacity to meet system 10 

demand with an adequate operating setup. 11 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s proposed acquisition for a new land to 12 

drill a well in 2021 for $543,900 as it is not needed. 13 

 14 

B. Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade  15 

The Commission should adjust funding for the supervisory control and data 16 

acquisition (SCADA) upgrades to align with GSWC’s revised project cost estimates.  17 

GSWC revised the project cost estimates from $952,100 to $1,128,800 during 18 

discovery.17  GSWC explained its usage of the wrong data set to finalize the final project 19 

cost estimates for SCADA, which it subsequently corrected in discovery. The 20 

Commission should increase the requested funding by $176,700. 21 

 22 

C. Cordova - Coloma WTP, Recoat Reservoir No. 3 Exterior  23 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request of $375,700 in 2023 to recoat the 24 

exterior of the Coloma WTP Reservoir 3. 25 

 
16 Attachment 1-3, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-009, Q.1.c.i. 
17 Attachment 1-5, GSWC’s Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-009, Q.1. 
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GSWC requests $375,700 in 2023 to recoat the exterior of the Coloma Water 1 

Treatment Plant Reservoir 3.18  GSWC cites a 2017 Harper and Associates Engineering 2 

Inc seismic/structural/safety and corrosion inspection report which states the reservoir 3 

needs safety and structural improvements and exterior recoating.19   4 

 5 

1. GSWC did not complete the recoating of Reservoir No. 3 which was 6 

authorized in a previous General Rate Case. 7 

In its decision concluding GSWC’s 2017 GRC, the Commission authorized  8 

$992,800 for recoating (interior & exterior) and to make structure and safety 9 

improvements to Reservoir No 320. Cal Advocates inquired how the previous approved 10 

budget was spent and why there is a need for another recoating.21  In response to Cal 11 

Advocates’ request, GSWC responded  that all portions of the 2017 GRC project were 12 

completed except for the exterior recoat.22  GSWC further explained that the contractor 13 

assigned to this project was behind schedule, causing delays to the project, and so the 14 

exterior recoating was removed from the scope.  15 

Yet, GSWC managed to finish the project except for the exterior coating for a total 16 

amount of $1,137,695 which is a cost overrun from the previously approved budget of 17 

$992,800.  GSWC have years of technical and managerial experience developing, 18 

maintaining, and constructing routine projects such as this. GSWC’s failure to manage 19 

the scope of an authorized project should not become a burden for Arden-Cordova’s 20 

ratepayers to bear. 21 

Furthermore, during the September 21, 2020 Cordova Water System field trip, Cal 22 

Advocates staff did not observe any significant rust spots or buildups on the exterior of 23 

Reservoir 3 that would warrant an immediate response to recoating. 24 

 
18 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 37-38. 
19 Harper and Associates Engineering, Inc., Corrosion and Seismic/Structural/Safety Engineering 

Evaluation of a Welded Steel Water Storage Reservoir, January 2017. 
20 D.19-05-044, Appendix D  
21 Attachment 1-6, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-003, Q.1.a and b. 
22 Ibid. 
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The exterior recoating was part of the scope of the project authorized by the 1 

Commission in a prior GRC and included in rates. Should GSWC find it necessary to 2 

proceed, it should not recover the additional cost from ratepayers. The Commission 3 

should reject GSWC’s request of $375,700 in 2023 to recoat the exterior of the Coloma 4 

WTP Reservoir 3. 5 

 6 

D. Cordova - Coloma WTP, Filter Backwash  7 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request for $570,600 in 2023 to modify 8 

the filter backwash in Coloma WTP. 9 

GSWC requests $570,600 in 2023 to connect the filter backwash in Coloma WTP 10 

to system water. There are currently 10 filters at the Coloma WTP with a stub-out at the 11 

rear which GSWC proposes to connect directly to a new main with system water.23  12 

GSWC states that utilizing system water backwash will bring operational efficiency, 13 

reduce disruption, and maintain pressure and water quality.24 14 

1. GSWC did not complete the Coloma WTP Facilities Alternative Study 15 

which was authorized in a previous General Rate Case. 16 

Coloma Water Treatment Plant Filter Backwash project was previously requested 17 

by GSWC and subsequently rejected by the Commission in the final decision for A.17-18 

07-010.25Additionally, a Coloma WTP Facilities Alternative Study was requested in 19 

A.17-07-010 and the Commission required GSWC to finish the study and use the 20 

findings of the study to determine the best option before modifying the existing backwash 21 

system. 22 

GSWC did not complete the study and no findings were used to justify the needs 23 

for this project in this GRC.26 It is not prudent to proceed with the proposed filter 24 

backwash modification before GSWC evaluates other alternatives.  25 

 
23 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 39-40. 
24 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 40. 
25 D.19-05-044, Appendix A, page 56 
26 Attachment 1-7, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-004, Q1.a. ii. 
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The Commission should not authorize $570,600 in 2023 to modify the filter 1 

backwash in Coloma WTP. 2 

 3 

E. Cordova - South Bridge Plant, Chlorination Facilities  4 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request of 527,300 in 2023 to install a 5 

new chlorination facility. 6 

GSWC requests $525,700 in 2023 to install a new chlorination facility at the South 7 

Bridge Street Plant in the Cordova System. GSWC states “Replacement of the two 8 

structures with a shared chlorination facility, and internal appurtenances is necessary to 9 

continue to provide reliable water supply from the South Bridge Street Plant to the 10 

Cordova System.”27 11 

1. GSWC was previously authorized a project to repair and not replace the 12 

existing facilities. 13 

In its decision concluding GSWC’s 2017 GRC, the Commission authorized funds 14 

to repair the existing facility based on an inspection report which provided an alternative 15 

cost estimate for the repair versus the replacement of the existing chemical feed 16 

buildings.28 However, GSWC explained that bids for repairs came back at twice the 17 

GRC-settled amount of $39,019 and hence why GSWC determined to instead build a new 18 

structure.29 19 

Cal Advocates inquired about the bids GSWC received from vendors for repairs 20 

and requested a justification of why a facility that can be repaired needs to be rebuilt.30 In 21 

response , GSWC provided only one bid from its vendor for a repair amount of $73,518 22 

and explained “it is crucial that GSWC make the appropriate investment to ensure 23 

ongoing, long-term reliable operation of these facilities.”31  24 

 
27 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 41. 
28 D.19-05-044, Appendix A. 
29 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 41, line 10-14. 
30 Attachment 1-8, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-005, Q.1.a. i and ii. 
31 Attachment 1-8, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-005, Q.1.a.i – Attachment: South 

Bridge Chlorination Facilities Repair Bid.pdf 
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GSWC’s failure to acquire more bids from other vendors when its only bid came 1 

back higher than anticipated should not become a burden for Arden Cordova’s ratepayers 2 

to bear. Furthermore, the one bid GSWC obtained for the repair still indicates that it is 3 

cheaper to repair the structures rather than to replace them. GSWC may, without prior 4 

Commission authorization, proceed to install a new chlorination facility. If GSWC 5 

chooses to do so, it can seek cost recovery, after project completion, in a future GRC and 6 

the Commission can then conduct a prudency review. Therefore, the Commission should 7 

not authorize 527,300 in 2023 in this GRC to install a new chlorination facility. 8 

 9 

IV. Conclusion 10 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 11 

the Arden Cordova budget: 12 

1. Reject GSWC’s request for funding to acquire new land to drill a well in 2021 13 

for $543,900 as Arden Cordova has sufficient water supply to meet its current 14 

demand. 15 

2. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $1,128,800 to accommodate 16 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is an increase of $176,700. 17 

3. Reject GSWC’s request of $375,700 in 2023 to recoat the exterior of the 18 

Coloma WTP Reservoir 3. 19 

4. Reject GSWC’s request for $570,600 in 2023 to modify the filter backwash in 20 

Coloma WTP. 21 

5. Reject GSWC’s request of 527,300 in 2023 to install a new chlorination 22 

facility. 23 
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CHAPTER 2: PLANT - BAY POINT 
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

This chapter presents Cal Advocates’ recommended adjustments to GSWC’s 3 

capital budget requests for the Bay Point CSA, which consists of the Bay Point water 4 

system.  5 

II. Summary of Recommendations 6 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 7 

the Bay Point budget: 8 

1. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $975,300 to accommodate 9 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is an increase of $23,200. 10 

The table below presents a comparison of GSWC’s and the Public Advocates 11 

Office’s recommended plant additions for 2021-2023.   12 

Table 2-1:  Proposed Capital Budget – Bay Point CSA 13 

 14 

Table 2-2:  GSWC Capital Budget – Bay Point CSA32 15 

 
32 GSWC Capital Projects Lists Workpapers, at pp. 3.  GSWC provided an updated project cost for the 

Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade project in response to Public Advocates DR JMI-009. 

Bay Point

($000)
2021 2022 2023

Cal Advocates 547.6 555.9 1539.5

GSWC 547.6 555.9 1516.3

GSWC > Cal Advocates 0 0 -23.2

Cal Advocates as % of GSWC 100 100 101.53
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 1 

Table 2-3:  Cal Advocates Capital Budget – Bay Point CSA 2 

 3 

 4 

III. Discussion 5 

A. Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade  6 

The Commission should adjust funding for the SCADA upgrades to align with 7 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates.  GSWC revised the project cost estimates from 8 

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Bay Point

51 Bay Point, Systemwide SCADA - - $952,100

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY - - $952,100

BP, B-01- Meters $164,200 $166,700 $169,200

BP, B-02- Services $202,400 $205,500 $208,600

BP, B-06- Main Replacements $137,500 $139,600 $141,600

BP, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment $29,300 $29,700 $30,200

BP, B-08- Purification Equipment $600 $600 $600

BP, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $8,100 $8,200 $8,300

BP, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $5,500 $5,600 $5,700

TOTAL BLANKETS $547,600 $555,900 $564,200

TOTAL NET COST $547,600 $555,900 $1,516,300

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Bay Point

51 Bay Point, Systemwide SCADA - - $975,300

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY - - $975,300

BP, B-01- Meters $164,200 $166,700 $169,200

BP, B-02- Services $202,400 $205,500 $208,600

BP, B-06- Main Replacements $137,500 $139,600 $141,600

BP, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment $29,300 $29,700 $30,200

BP, B-08- Purification Equipment $600 $600 $600

BP, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $8,100 $8,200 $8,300

BP, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $5,500 $5,600 $5,700

TOTAL BLANKETS $547,600 $555,900 $564,200

TOTAL NET COST $547,600 $555,900 $1,539,500
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$952,100 to $975,300 during discovery.33  GSWC explained its usage of wrong data set 1 

to finalize the final project cost estimates for SCADA, which it subsequently corrected in 2 

discovery. The Commission should increase the requested fund by $23,200. 3 

 4 

IV. Conclusion 5 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 6 

the Bay Point budget: 7 

1. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $975,300 to accommodate 8 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is an increase of $23,200. 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
33 Attachment 1-5, GSWC’s Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-009, Q.1. 
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CHAPTER 3: PLANT - CLEARLAKE 

 1 

I. Introduction 2 

This chapter presents Cal Advocates’ recommended adjustments to GSWC’s 3 

capital budget requests for the Clearlake CSA, which consists of the Clearlake water 4 

system.  5 

 6 

II. Summary of Recommendations 7 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 8 

the Clearlake budget: 9 

1. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $911,800 to accommodate 10 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is a reduction of $40,300. 11 

The table below presents a comparison of GSWC’s and the Public Advocates 12 

Office’s recommended plant additions for 2021-2023.   13 

Table 3-1:  Proposed Capital Budget – Clearlake CSA 14 

 15 

Table 3-2:  GSWC Capital Budget – Clearlake CSA34 16 

 
34 GSWC Capital Projects Lists Workpapers, at pp. 4.  GSWC provided an updated project cost for the 

Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade project in response to Public Advocates DR JMI-009. 

Clearlake

($000)
2021 2022 2023

Cal Advocates 302.3 460.7 1399.5

GSWC 302.3 460.7 1502.2

GSWC > Cal Advocates 0 0 102.7

Cal Advocates as % of GSWC 100 100 93.16
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 1 

Table 3-3:  Cal Advocates Capital Budget – Clearlake CSA 2 

 3 

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Clearlake

51 Arden‐Cordova, Systemwide SCADA - - $952,100

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY - - $952,100

Clearlake

54 Sonoma WTP, Change‐out GAC $35,200 - $240,100

54 Sonoma WTP, Replace Filter Media $32,300 $216,800 -

TOTAL WATER QUALITY $67,500 $216,800 $240,100

CL, B-01-  Meters $8,400 $13,900 $14,300

CL, B-02- Services $79,700 $80,900 $82,100

CL, B-06- Main Replacements $52,700 $53,500 $54,300

CL, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment $42,300 $43,000 $43,600

CL, B-08- Purification Equipment $46,100 $46,800 $47,500

CL, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $3,100 $3,200 $3,200

CL, B-10- Vehicles - - $62,400

CL, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $2,500 $2,600 $2,600

TOTAL BLANKETS $234,800 $243,900 $310,000

TOTAL NET COST $302,300 $460,700 $1,502,200

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Clearlake

51 Arden‐Cordova, Systemwide SCADA - - $911,800

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY - - $911,800

Clearlake

54 Sonoma WTP, Change‐out GA $35,200 - $240,100

54 Sonoma WTP, Replace Filter Media $32,300 $216,800 -

TOTAL WATER QUALITY $67,500 $216,800 $240,100

CL, B-01-  Meters $8,400 $13,900 $14,300

CL, B-02- Services $79,700 $80,900 $82,100

CL, B-06- Main Replacements $52,700 $53,500 $54,300

CL, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment $42,300 $43,000 $43,600

CL, B-08- Purification Equipment $46,100 $46,800 $47,500

CL, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $3,100 $3,200 $3,200

CL, B-10- Vehicles - - -

CL, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $2,500 $2,600 $2,600

TOTAL BLANKETS $234,800 $243,900 $247,600

TOTAL NET COST $302,300 $460,700 $1,399,500
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 1 

III. Discussion 2 

B. Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade  3 

The Commission should adjust funding for the SCADA upgrades to align with 4 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates. GSWC revised the project cost estimates from 5 

$952,100 to $911,800 during discovery.35  GSWC explained its usage of wrong data set 6 

to finalize the final project cost estimates for SCADA, which it subsequently corrected in 7 

discovery. The Commission should decrease the requested fund by $40,300. 8 

 9 

IV. Conclusion 10 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 11 

the Bay Point budget: 12 

1. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $911,800 to accommodate 13 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is a reduction of $40,300. 14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
35 Attachment 1-5, GSWC’s Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-009, Q.1. 
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CHAPTER 4: PLANT - SIMI VALLEY 
 1 

I. Introduction 2 

This chapter presents Cal Advocates’ recommended adjustments to GSWC’s 3 

capital budget requests for the Simi Valley CSA, which consists of the Simi Valley water 4 

system.  5 

 6 

II. Summary of Recommendations 7 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for 8 

the Simi Valley budget: 9 

1. Reject GSWC’s request of $693,800 in 2021 to install an enclosure for the 10 

booster pumps at the Fitzgerald Plant. 11 

2. Reject GSWC request of $1,108,000 in 2023 to install an enclosure for the 12 

booster pumps at the Katherine Plant.  13 

3. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $1,134,200 to accommodate 14 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is an increase of $182,100. 15 

The table below presents a comparison of GSWC’s and Cal Advocates’ 16 

recommended plant additions for 2021-2023.   17 

Table 4-1:  Proposed Capital Budget – Simi Valley CSA 18 

 19 

Table 4-2:  GSWC Capital Budget – Simi Valley CSA36 20 

 
36 GSWC Capital Projects Lists Workpapers, at pp. 9-10.  GSWC provided an updated project cost for the 

Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade project in response to Public Advocates DR JMI-009. 

Simi Valley

($000)
2021 2022 2023

Cal Advocates 2512.3 2963.9 3213.2

GSWC 3327.1 3026.6 4139.1

GSWC > Cal Advocates 814.8 62.7 925.9

Cal Advocates as % of GSWC 75.51 97.93 77.63
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 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Simi Valley

51 Simi Valley, Systemwide SCADA - - $952,100

51 Pineview Plant, Reservoir Improvement - $1,000,300 -

51 Katherine Plant, Pump House - - $1,108,000

51 Fitzgerald Plant, Pump House $693,800 - -

51 Sycamore Well 2, Destroy Well - $91,000 -

51 Systemwide, Groundwater Feasibility Study - - $154,600

51 Tapo Reservoir, Reservoir and Site Improvement $1,862,500 - -

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY $2,556,300 $1,091,300 $2,214,700

Simi Valley

53 Alamo St, Broadmoor to N Atherwood - $50,000 $779,800

53 Cochran St. - $163,600 -

53 Gage St, Alamo Plant/Outlet Piping $61,300 $978,500 -

53 Watson Ave, Talbert to Beaver - - $607,600

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION 

IMPROVEMENTS $61,300 $1,192,100 $1,387,400

Simi Valley

54 Niles Plant, Meters and Nitrate Analyzer $146,300 - -

TOTAL WATER QUALITY $146,300 - -

Simi Valley

55 Pineview Plant, Site Improvements - - $81,600

55 Sycamore Plant, Site Improvements - $231,800 -

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS - $231,800 $81,600

SV, B-01- Meters $210,000 $213,100 $216,300

SV, B-02- Services $93,400 $94,800 $96,200

SV, B-06- Main Replacements $71,200 $72,200 $73,300

SV, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment and Structure $54,000 $54,800 $55,600

SV, B-08- Purification Equipment/Structure $300 $300 $300

SV, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $8,300 $8,400 $8,600

SV, B-10- Vehicles $121,000 - -

SV, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $5,000 $5,100 $5,100

SV, B-12- Addition to General Structure - $62,700 -

TOTAL BLANKETS $563,200 $511,400 $455,400

TOTAL NET COST $3,327,100 $3,026,600 $4,139,100



 

20 

 

Table 4-3:  Cal Advocates Capital Budget – Simi Valley CSA 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

Budget 

Group
Description

2021 

Proposed Budget

2022 

Proposed Budget

2023 

Proposed Budget

Simi Valley

51 Simi Valley, Systemwide SCADA - - $1,134,200

51 Pineview Plant, Reservoir Improvement - $1,000,300 -

51 Katherine Plant, Pump House - - -

51 Fitzgerald Plant, Pump House - - -

51 Sycamore Well 2, Destroy Well - $91,000 -

51 Systemwide, Groundwater Feasibility Study - - $154,600

51 Tapo Reservoir, Reservoir and Site Improvement $1,862,500 - -

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY $1,862,500 $1,091,300 $1,288,800

Simi Valley

53 Alamo St, Broadmoor to N Atherwood - $50,000 $779,800

53 Cochran St. - $163,600 -

53 Gage St, Alamo Plant/Outlet Piping $61,300 $978,500 -

53 Watson Ave, Talbert to Beaver - - $607,600

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION 

IMPROVEMENTS $61,300 $1,192,100 $1,387,400

Simi Valley

54 Niles Plant, Meters and Nitrate Analyzer $146,300 - -

TOTAL WATER QUALITY $146,300 - -

Simi Valley

55 Pineview Plant, Site Improvements - - $81,600

55 Sycamore Plant, Site Improvements - $231,800 -

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS - $231,800 $81,600

SV, B-01- Meters $210,000 $213,100 $216,300

SV, B-02- Services $93,400 $94,800 $96,200

SV, B-06- Main Replacements $71,200 $72,200 $73,300

SV, B-07- Main Pumping Plant Equipment and Structure $54,000 $54,800 $55,600

SV, B-08- Purification Equipment/Structure $300 $300 $300

SV, B-09- Office Furniture and Equipment $8,300 $8,400 $8,600

SV, B-10- Vehicles $0 - -

SV, B-11- Tools & Safety Equipment $5,000 $5,100 $5,100

SV, B-12- Addition to General Structure - - -

TOTAL BLANKETS $442,200 $448,700 $455,400

TOTAL NET COST $2,512,300 $2,963,900 $3,213,200
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III. Discussion 1 

A. Fitzgerald Plant, Pump House  2 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request of $693,800 in 2021 to install an 3 

enclosure for the booster pumps at the Fitzgerald Plant. 4 

GSWC requests $693,800 in 2021 to install an enclosure for the booster pumps at 5 

the Fitzgerald Plant. GSWC claims the enclosure will reduce noise issues, protect the 6 

pumps, and extend their useful life.37 GSWC indicates that the Fitzgerald Plant is 7 

“located in a residential area and is immediately adjacent to neighboring residences.”38  8 

GSWC also claims that an enclosure needs to be built to reduce startup noise and  to 9 

protect the pumps from natural elements. 10 

1. GSWC could not provide evidence of noise complaints from neighbors. 11 

Cal Advocates inquired about the noise complaints from neighbors when operating 12 

this plant.  GSWC responded “According to staff, there has been one39 customer 13 

complaint of noise permeating from the Fitzgerald Plant during operation. A data search 14 

using Customer Care and Billing (CC&B) found no supporting documentation of the 15 

alleged complaint.”40 16 

2. GSWC did not provide any justification of how enclosures can increase the 17 

useful life expectancy of pumps. 18 

GSWC contends that the request for funding to construct a pump house enclosure 19 

is justified because the project will “increase[e] useful life expectancy” of the enclosed 20 

plant.41   However, GSWC has not substantiated this claim. Factors such as water pump 21 

duty cycle, motor size, motor quality, water sediment, quality of water equipment 22 

installations play a major role in the life expectancy of a pump. Pumps that are installed 23 

outdoors are designed and rated to withstand the outdoor environment. Each pump is 24 

designed with a National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA) rating, which are 25 

 
37 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 100-101. 
38 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 101, line 8-9. 
39 Emphasis added to just one noise complaint which has no official record.  
40 Attachment 1-9, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-006, Q.2. 
41 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 101, line 11-13. 
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standards defining the types of environments in which an electrical enclosure should be 1 

used. Furthermore, GSWC recorded no security breaches which could require additional 2 

measures to protect the two pumps stationed in the site.42 3 

 4 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request of $693,800 in 2021 to install an 5 

enclosure for the booster pumps at the Fitzgerald Plant. 6 

 7 

B. Katherine Plant, Pump House  8 

The Commission should reject GSWC’s request of $1,108,000 in 2023 to install 9 

an enclosure for the booster pumps at the Katherine Plant. 10 

GSWC requests $1,108,000 in 2023 to install an enclosure for the booster pumps 11 

at the Katherine Plant to reduce noise issues, protect the pumps, and increase their useful 12 

life.43 GSWC explains that the Katherine Plant is “located in a residential area and is 13 

immediately adjacent to an elementary school.”44  GSWC also claims that an enclosure 14 

needs to be built to reduce startup noise and protects the pumps, which were built in 15 

2013, from natural elements. 16 

1. GSWC could not provide evidence of noise complaints from neighbors. 17 

Cal Advocates inquired about the noise complaints from neighbors due to 18 

operating this plant. GSWC could not provide any evidence of noise complaints from 19 

neighbors for the Katherine Plant.45 20 

2. GSWC did not provide any justification of how enclosures can increase the 21 

useful life expectancy of pumps. 22 

GSWC uses generic statements like “increasing useful life expectancy” when 23 

using a pump house enclosure but fails to provide any supporting evidence.46 Factors 24 

such as water pump duty cycle, motor size, motor quality, water sediment, quality of 25 

 
42 Attachment 1-9, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-006, Q.3. 
43 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 101-102. 
44 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 102, line 3-4. 
45 Attachment 1-9, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-006, Q.2. 
46 Prepared Testimony of Robert Hanford and Marc Insco, at p. 102, line 6-8. 
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water equipment installations play a major role to the life expectancy of a pump. Pumps 1 

that are installed outdoor are designed and rated to withstand the outdoor environment. 2 

Each pump is designed with a NEMA rating, which are standards defining the types of 3 

environments in which an electrical enclosure can be used.  Furthermore, GSWC 4 

explained the Katherine Plant recorded no security breaches which could require 5 

additional measures to protect the four vertical-turbine booster pumps stationed in the 6 

site.47 7 

 8 

The Commission should reject GSWC request of $1,108,000 in 2023 to install an 9 

enclosure for the booster pumps at the Katherine Plant. 10 

 11 

C. Systemwide, SCADA Upgrade  12 

The Commission should adjust funding for the SCADA upgrades to align with 13 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates.  GSWC revised the project cost estimates from 14 

$952,100 to $1,134,200 during discovery.48  GSWC explained its usage of a wrong data 15 

set to finalize the final project cost estimates for SCADA, which it subsequently 16 

corrected in discovery. The Commission should increase the requested funding by 17 

$182,100. 18 

 19 

IV. Conclusion 20 

The Commission should make the following adjustments to GSWC’s requests for the 21 

Simi Valley budget: 22 

1. Reject GSWC’s request of $693,800 in 2021 to install an enclosure for the 23 

booster pumps at the Fitzgerald Plant. 24 

2. Reject GSWC request of $1,108,000 in 2023 to install an enclosure for the 25 

booster pumps at the Katherine Plant.  26 

 
47 Attachment 1-9, GSWC Response to Public Advocates DR ZS1-006, Q.3. 
48 Attachment 1-5, GSWC’s Response to Public Advocates Data Request JMI-009, Q.1. 
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3. Adjust funding for the SCADA from $952,100 to $1,134,200 to accommodate 1 

GSWC’s revised project cost estimates, which is an increase of $182,100. 2 
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STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS – ZAVED SARKAR 1 

Q1. Please state your name, business address, and position with the California Public 2 

Utilities Commission (“Commission”). 3 

A1. My name is Zaved Sarkar and my business address is 505 Van Ness Avenue, San 4 

Francisco, California 94122.  I am a Utilities Engineer in the Water Branch of the 5 

Public Advocates Office. 6 

Q2. Please summarize your education background and professional experience. 7 

A2. I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical and Electronic Engineering 8 

from the American International University – Bangladesh (AIUB) in 2010.  I also 9 

earned a Master of Science Degree in Electrical and Electronic Engineering from 10 

California State University, Sacramento in 2019. 11 

 I have been with the Public Advocates Office – Water Branch since October 2017.  12 

Prior to joining the Public Advocates Office, I worked as an QA Software 13 

Engineer primarily in the energy and medical field for over seven years.    14 

Q3. What is your responsibility in this proceeding Golden State Water Company GRC 15 

A.20-07-012? 16 

A3. I am responsible for the Report and Recommendations on Region I Utility Plant-17 

in-Service (Arden-Cordova CSA, Bay Point CSA, Clearlake CSA and Simi Valley 18 

CSA) for the Golden State Water Company GRC Test Year 2022. 19 

Q4. Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony? 20 

A4. Yes, it does. 21 
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ATTACHMENT 1-2: 2018 DDW ARDEN 
INSPECTION REPORT 
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ATTACHMENT 1-3: GSWC RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR ZS1-009 
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ATTACHMENT 1-4: GSWC RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR ZS1-001 
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ATTACHMENT 1-5: GSWC RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC ADVOCATES DATA REQUEST JMI-

009 
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ATTACHMENT 1-6: GSWC RESPONSE TO 

PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR ZS1-003 
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ATTACHMENT 1-7: GSWC RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR ZS1-004 
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ATTACHMENT 1-8: GSWC RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR ZS1-005 
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ATTACHMENT 1-9: GSWC RESPONSE TO 
PUBLIC ADVOCATES DR ZS1-006 
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